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INTRODUCTION

This paper outlines a theoretical framework for examining
behaviour of groups, based on the concept of ‘discourse’ fi
French philosopher and historian Michel Foucault. 1
{1996, in using discourse as a metathe
research but holds that information beha
methods for exploring the issues raised by discursive theory. The paper begins
by outlining some of the major concepts that distinguish this “discourse analytic’
approach from existing approaches to group based information behaviour
research. The paper also proposes a methodology for examining information
behaviour in the context of a discourse analytic appreach. This methodology
uses the results of author co-citation analysis, as pioneered by White & Griffith
{1981}, in order to identify discourses within a broad subject area or knowledge
field. These discourses are then used as the basis for further st
network analysis ( Haythornthwaite,

information
rst put forward by the
‘he paper folfows Talja
ory to underpin information behaviour
viour researchers need to find their own

udy using social
1996). The aim of this second stage in the
research process is to develop an understanding of the role of discourse in
shaping information behaviour through understanding  the nature of the
relationships within the discourse.

The paper puts forward “discourse’ as an altern
group-based information behaviour research base
Many prevailing approaches to information bel
divided into those that describe rather than t}
and those that seek to explain
theoretical attention on the individ

ative {o current approaches fo
d on “user’ or ‘targer’ groups,
aviour research can be broadly
1corise about information behaviour
information  behaviour by focusing their
ual information user. This paper outlines a
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serent approach in which the group {‘er dtscgtzfse) 1{1;335 t}lzh:jiozt;r.m?;
spretical importance to the unde‘rstanémg of }nforsr:atio Dehaviour. In
aition. this paper will argue that wh;%e. many of the .CU(EKF 'apS}Cia] e tend to
sceive of mformation users, information systems, and thewr s

L2t sees all these elements as nodes in a network of power relationships.
THE DISCOURSE ANALYTIC APPROACH

' es of the di e analytic

Ihig section will outline some of the key features gf. the discourse tmyy(m
mrticai approach, as outlined in Foucault’s writings, cogcer&tt]zd a?a o
CEREOICLCE R ' ' ; 3 o e 7
_‘}3 cepts central to undertaking information behaviour research using the pap
SRS : . <

; . e, archive scursive rules.
“samework, such as discourse, archive and disc

Discourse
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- such as accountancy or athle o L risons,

Piscourse can also inclade disciplinary institutions, SUC}‘ as l: i

s : : - " ecessarily equate w
sniversities and libraries. Discourses do not, however, necessarily Lq; mic or
i Jets 4 A . PRI Frile  «© acane
common instilutional ‘labels” or b‘ounédrles. .V%?Hk t'bomeb\z a particular
professional disciplines may be dominated at a given time by oint in
. . [ B - ~ . - . oo 5 (58
iii‘:couf%c others mav include a number of distinct discourses at ahmi\@? p o
dis § inay . " 2 informa
: ) . suggested that the

anice e. For example, Frohmann has suggesied \
space and time. For ex Ll ) T G473,
g;;;ience sphere includes a variety of different discourses {} r(ghmann, :9%‘); paper
Q £ ot ical concept, k

o e gy aved as an abstract, theoretica :

Discourse is often portraye . v tied 10 its

i . : isc e is fundamentaily tie

follows Foucault in arguing that any discours in the discourse analvtic
particular socio-historical context and can ?Ot’ ig' text, “For Foucauls
] o studs stood if divorced from this co it
approach, be studied or unders : 7 historv and society
, ;? 2”3 is.. no universal understanding that is beyond history and sociely
{(Rabinow, 1984, 4).
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Discourse Communities & Discursive Rules

Although discourse is often seen as a way of leoking at texis or ideas, it is aly
significantly for information behaviour, a way of looking at and groupir

communities. In the discourse analytic approach, a disconrse community, isi

group of people whe, at least in the context of a particular role, hold

recognized body of “truth statements’ in common. The discourse communities ¢

the chosen field form the basis of research using this paper’s methadology.

In discourse theory, a discourse community will not aceept a given statemet
is trie in a random ar ad hoe way, rather it will have a set of ‘rules’, eithe
formal or implicit, but widely recognized within the community, by which:

truth statement is “validated”. These “discursive rules’ shape not only the form

that a valid truth statement can take in that discourse but also.
tundamentally, will dictate what can be said in the context of that discourse.

In the discourse analytic view therefore, understanding the discursive rules:

operating in a particular discourse community forms a fundamenta| part o

undersianding the information behaviours of members of that community. For
example, a researcher will not regard the results of a qualitative research study as
‘good” if the rules of his/her particular discourse regard qualitative data ag
imprecise’, In addition. an information user can only evaluate a concept, .
whether it be the theory of relativity, anomalous states of knowledge or the off-

side rule in saccer, if there is an existing discursive context for discussiﬂg such
concepts with which they are familiar This construction of information
behavicur has profound implications for the way information behaviour is
researched and interpreted. Information behaviour can only be understood in jts
discursive context, with an understanding of the discursive rules operating in that
context. This paper offers one framework for examining information behaviour
in such a context.

Truth Statements, Texts & the Archive

tn discourse theory, ‘truth statements are embedded in ‘texts’. A “text’ in this
sense need not be a formally pubiished document but can take any form that the
particular discourse community recognizes as ‘legitimate’. Thus, in the cotitext
of an academic discourse, a journal article, a lecture by a visiting professor.
email correspondence with an overseas colleague and even conversations
between peers would all potentiaily constitute ‘valid® truth staterments,

The set of common ‘truth statements’ heid by g particular discourse
community, are known as the archive. An archive represents not simply a
coilection of texts, but rather a particular interpretation of these texts that the

particular discourse community holds. For exampie, Kuhn's work on paradigms
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influential cutside the boundaries of their own discipline. while “weaker’ opg
may seek 10 bolster their own position by adopting theories and methodofogie
from “stronger’ discourses. The heavy use of ‘outside’ approaches amon
information scientists might, for example, be interpreted in this way. :
The next section explores some of the characteristics which distinguish th
discourse analvtic approach and the advantages the approach may have f
understanding information behaviour '

DISCOURSE - ADVANTAGES & DIFFERENCES

In the discourse analytic approach: “The wnir of studv is a particular area of

formation seeking, a concrefe subfect area or q knovledge ficid” ( Talja, 1996;
10}, In other words, In the discourse analytic approach, the unit of analysis is not
the individual but the discourse itself. In this it fundamentally differs from
existing approaches to group-hased study of information behaviour. While some
existing theoretical approaches (such as Dervin’s ‘sense-making” and Wilson’s
social phenomenoclogy) do consider the rale of social forces on information
behaviour, thev treat them as factors which affect the individual informaiion user
(which remains the unit of analysis). This approach, focused on the discourse, is
more closely related to the coilectivist “domain analysis” approach of Hjorland
& Albrechtsen (1995) among existing IS approaches.

Talja has explicated the difficulties associated with working with the
cognitivist model of information users as being driven by gaps in their
knowledge-structures: Hlfthe users are seen as unceriain people who need help,
there is a risk that the vbjective of helping the users is implicitly grounded on a
Jaith in objective expert knowledge existing outside history, social relations and
contradictory inferests™ (Taija, 1996, 14). In addition, a number of authors,
including  Frohmann (1992} and Lyotard (1984), have pointed out, that
cognitivist and marketing-based approaches, can lead to a conception of
information behaviour as a series of ‘exchange-events® and thus fead 10 2 trend
towards an increasing commaodification of both information users and of
information itself. The discourse analytic approach atlows for a new conception
of infoermation needs as arising “more from selected terests and culiural
experiise than from the lack of knowledge” (Talja, 1996, 13).

Secondly, as stated previously, where as many current approaches tend to
conceive of information users, information svstems, and their socio-political
context as discrete theoretical entities, afbeit entities that interact, discourse is a
more hofistic approach that unites all these elements in a single theoretical
model. Users, institutions and information products and services are all ‘nodey’
in a dvnamic network of power relationships.

Discourse theory also offers the potential 1o form the basis of IS behavioyr
research that goes some way towards answering Dervin and F rohmann’s
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My which any work by an author is Linked 10 any
thivd cndd fater work " {Baver et al., 199¢, 444,
Author co-citation analysis is based on ol
WHILIRES by o person - and not the person himself” (White & Griffith, 1981, 163)
This important distinction, not always made by bibliometric researchers,
ways parallels the distinction drawn in discourse theory between the author as g
discursive construct and the author as a physical being. This paralle] alrcady
suggests the possibility of a discourse analytic interpretation of co-citation
analysis data. In dealing with the whole body of an author's writings in the
chosen field, a discourse analytic interpretation would argue that what is being
mapped is a profile of the author's “discursive identity’
published “texts’ (additional
employved in order o investi
“informal® discursive identity),
While existing co-citation
4 discourse an

. at least as a proclucer of
methodological techniques will need to be
gate how this may differ from the author’s
analvsis studies do not explicitly link ¢
alytic theoretical perspective, the discursive n
studies measure may be judged by st
should be emphasized, is based an the ¢
rather, thun on ary one
{White & Griffith,

formed 1 Cakin to schools” (White & Cirtflith,
1981, 165} This can readily be given a discourse analytic interpretation: that
what is being measured by co-citation analvsis is the composition of the archives
(or rather their formal. pubiished component} of the discourses i the field, as
determined by the discourse community members through the applic
their discursive rules, as seen through the other formal, pub!
discourse.

heir work to
ature of what these
atements such as: “7he posilioning, i
emposite fudgment of hndreds of citers,
person’s judgment. In effect it is the Sield's viegw,
1981, 163); and White & Griffiths contention that the

groups
Y co-citalion analysis are groups

ation of
ished “texts’ in the

Furthermore, quantitative anaivsis of co-citation
clustering, factor analysis ete. has shown that these “author profifes’
coherent groups. Author co-citation anaiysis has been used
‘map’ a number of disciplines,
1981, White & McCain, 1998

research in
organizationa! behaviour (Culnan et al. 1990, and fiction studies (Beghtol
1995),

analysis data using Johnson
form
successlully 1o
inciuding information science (White & Griffith,
% communications (Paisley, 1990,

This paper therefore puts |
by author co-citation
discourses of a give

orward the hypothesis that the
analysis can be used as a quantitative
n field. Author co-citation analysis offers the potential to
provide us with at least a preliminary profile of the discourses operating in the
field being studied. It can therefore be an important too! in identifying for
examination the discourses of faany academic and professional groups where the
researcher has ready access to a large body of published work in the field.

groupings created
representation of the

142

wark by another quthor in o

1€ concept of the “peuvre - o body of

in many

DISCOURSE: A NEW THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK

. : iHe narrow
The paper. however. foilows I..,ievrouw(192?53)1,‘011[11 :i%lujfl% 132;:1::&03:::1;%
i . oaches s as co-citation analysis, - .
of bib “.(}Tld:;{[ft}l)fOglgh;ifz?l;};%im behaviour (the bib“(’i—im?hw:vigi
ii,ti ll(:::::;i articles), mean that such studies can(rzol 1[1Ozlzii1:aszlgz( ey
zth sufficient information to understand ,tbe~lmatu:i\-tinu th;t author co-
ent. While i s proponents are entirely correct in suggesting itative map
sent, Vvhl'k -Ii‘s.p“-d..; | 100l for providing an independent, quahmaily :
ion ana%.}fsi_ﬁ ?5,‘“](; ‘Lab-ﬁc!ds of a discipline and the authors pmmme‘ml{
the specialties and, Si-lrm not ‘01‘ itself, tell us enough about the nature of {ht,
x‘imed.w'@l,h?g];-;]t;iconshir;S between the authors, While we can wtso\n?b-!i
sock Ed}"_'.ia,mll;:;zhc aroupings produced by co—citgiiorz 111&%\5%%1;?:‘&)‘::\?” -
: ”‘}?htélss‘ = » complex underlving behaviors or soc ial re lationshiy ;
sHre mcm\m:” o Z?N co-citation anélysis alone can not ?r{.“”de e.ﬁO}“‘:\“
(Ligvrouw. ‘)88'.'; )miq The inability to provide such SUH!CI(‘?I!‘{ L\ldLﬂL]&
é:ﬂt_f o ;Lu;pcf)fr the ;:.riticism of bibliometric approaches as being “steriic
erping m :

forus

i

ur
mcithemeatics .

IO ATING DISCOURSE &
“OCIAL NETWORK ANALYSIS - INVESTIGATING DISCOU}
T INFORMATION BEHAVIOUR

ain } (ll COUrse anc ] 1'( l research mus [S v S;UEJHE, <
1 i sCourse analy g s€ \ i{) O 1n [&
nex 3 3 L= 2 ﬂ

,. H BT ¢ [ l)H ICE ‘ "C. "i-' 1 & clVSiS e le-SLﬂ{ a
i j: ' % > !"ﬁ ih'l lh SR A (}Up”}US )dl o ‘d b\' co-clia 1()1. na F;‘ 101 kl .
. ;(- ". L i d 101 0% di lir‘)'i\"ﬁ. af'?liiéitl()n, i” o i(—'l ioe X;? ore ”IC f.% 5 Hi)
: !'Hitall\ie ndicato S¢ ré

i avi h fi i and informal. A
ween such affiliation and information behaviour. both f()rp:z: t;]- normel &
ol i > necessary, using the resulis
sre holistic methodological approach will be ncTcxs;r},. :3% : 1? the tesulls o
e \ . i H Ay lice atenai w
i is. Since rich, contextualised ma :
alveis as its basis. Since rich, con ’ ed 10
sitation analysts as 1ts ¢ rik ! o b5 apropti
;Iic‘ﬂc these questions, a qualitative approach would see A
~:!s Ht 1990: Pattor, 1990). In developing such an applz oaad,b cluhor e
o . X H x s developed by 15 rese g
jtati : 5 thods developed by ‘
: the qualitative techniques and me . a
that many of the qualitative . thacs d ¥ IS el
e Imi X last decade may be readity adapted to this ncf bi[;[l}iommric
e e ) ) H ipsey ey e s > a iy
over “_ﬁ l( Lievrouw, in critiquing the weaknesses of pﬂraf S mtion
terestingly, Ll X ] of e ciudies in the i orm
N 0 mhf:g suapested thatl “techniques lypical of user .séz.;;i:c.siﬂ . *techmque
appro F5, SUEEES CEE Gy / 2L - g
j;mi;g wradition .. might ke helpful” (Liev rouw, l‘f ,w{m  One tecmau
E adv used by [S researchers, that may be pEil’llCl.lldl \ ua; Hin (his comen
‘i‘“‘ ’ iﬂ nct'\:mr'k analysis approach described by Caroline Haytnc
the socic Vi
" s Of ionships hetween
; ’iﬁ)" b opetwork analvsis “focuses on paiterns of relanm;s /:rm ot
vid ; ¥ N be individuals, bu
\ O"L" <(H wihornthwaite, 1996, 323). Actors “may be mdn(zfiguqu) ey
f’?:‘:’h( OFIIZAIIONS OF INSTENTIONS. . {Haythornthw altg\,Nl )] x)mm e b]'t "
I TAY) 4 & i & ; o o : " ‘ -
; ]'ped.(o examine tangible, economic relationships { L 1[ e e o
been ‘ g i hose based on “indangibles 3
T ted to examing thos : ' e
been successfully adap , ! e et
information, social support, or influence { Haythornthws

143



MICHAEL O1L.SSON

As a non IS-specific methodelogy, social network anaivsis is not intrinsically
‘wedded” to a discourse anaivtic theoretical perspective, or any other theory of
mformation behaviour - Haythornthwaite's emphasis on ‘information exchange’
suggests an implicitly obiectivist epistemological basis for her own research.
Nonetheless, it seems to the author that its “focus on parterns of relationships™
(Haythormnthwaite, 1996, 324} and its contention that “the world is made wpy of
nehworks nol groups™ (Wellman, T988, 37) makes it a methodology that is highty

compatibie with  discourse theory. This paper therefore contends that social
network analysis is an appropriate methodology for examining the question of
whether co-citation analysis is a functional indicator of discourse’s within g field
or merely produces bibliometric chimaeras.

Social network analysis is a qualitative approach, using questionnaires or in-
depth interviews to in order o coliect richly contextualised research material
about the namre of the participants’ information refationships.  As with co-
citation analysis, social network anaiysis can be used to generate graphical
representations of the field being investigated: “Regular patierns of relationships
reveal themselves as socigl networks. with actors as nodes in the network, anc
refationships between actors as connectors between nodes.” (H avthornthwaite,
1996, 324,

Again as with co-citation analysis, the amenability of such an approach to a
discourse analytic interpretation, seems to the author to be particu farly striking.
It is therefore this paper’s contention that a useful method of leaming more
about discourse in the context of information behaviour research would be 1o use
the results of co-citation analysis, as the basis for a more holistic study of the
same field using social network analysis

CONCLUSIONS

The discourse anaiytic approach in information behaviour research is still very
much in its infancy and no doubt as it develops, new methodologies betler suited
to the discursive context of IS research will develop. This paper acknowledges
that the full theoretical tmplications of discourse for information behaviour is not
vet clear and that many issues related W what “discourse’ means in this context
remain unresolved. These issues can only become clearer, however. as a greater
body of research by information scientists adopting the discourse
approach provide us with a basis for further theory construction.
Nonetheless, this paper offers one potential methodological framework for
beginning to explore discourse in the context of information behaviour research.
The author intends. in completing his doctorate at the University of Technology,
Sydney, to complete a study, using the outlined methodology, of the discourses
of contemporary information science re

anaiylic

search. Among the reasons for applying
the approach to our own field was the same as that given by White & McCain in
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: ‘ s gt validity when ir s
fudy: that IS researchers “will hest be able to judge ity validity whe
wwir study: that IS res ers s b J
ed to their own field” (White & Mc.c.{m. :1 998. j”g}}é Juthor anticipates that
H " P P - ; <
‘hile starti vith a basis in Foucault's theories, _ hat
while starting with a ba : hor anricipates tha
) : i : ; ssearchers will develop
i se analviic approach develops, 15 resea .
discourse analytic app res hets W develop e
ectives of their own  on discourse, as they adapt Foucault’s ides o e
o ‘ infi i ehavi Indeed there are some 135ues
examini formation behaviour. In
4 of examining informy ek ¢ are some bsues
i 3 the ex SF ship between
ing course, such as the exact relations e a ‘
ing to discourse, suc ela . o the aumor
: S-personal- mation-source, or P
ssive-construct and author-as-personal-inforn pact
fiscursive-construct and at pation-source, of i o
; discursive rele (e.g. researchery on others an individual may also h;} t(l 1
e S S - ; v ~searchers, with their
o t or tennis player), which information behaviour rc.smrc,ikrl';' it thelr
saren s yer) havIour T,
: 1l'tis<: in qualitative research methods and the study of informa b

pehaviour. seem well suited to explore. o N e
m:Z:"(:ﬁ:Jz;;uasix the widespread efcéopti('m of [hi% pdel s]iipi:m[ahil z?:?u ;{:1 :):

: build bridges across the major dlscur‘swc ‘ d}\afda ,".Tlpl e e &

vie & M?:Cain‘s co-citation ana1§ysz§ Aoé‘ xn;{)(;ﬂ:it::;:ﬂi:n o (Whie &

Cai 998) - that between “bibliomctmma@ a on @ . o

{ ifz lWhiie & MeCain's iabeés).( T.hlS paper 5 d,PgI,O;i:mi??:;,cii

methodotogies from both traditions. and, in il‘gilt of the gfo[\:; lrj’seag-chérs | sec

constructivist and collectivist a;)proa{:ht?s evident 'amon%i & e I o

R ﬁmunitics {e.z. Talja, 1996; Vakkari, 1996; }-{_jor.lz?n 1 Albree i(,‘im .Smdics
Vhite & McCain, 1998), it may be thp precursor ‘Qi’a\new :mmiti‘eg

%"a;-z;chcn members of these at present d1scur51ye§y d;%tznft CO{?)I it i.ﬁ.{ormmoﬂ
| So we can see that the discourse an_a_l}*tlc app;oat..h 0 lirs the nformavon
%w,z;-h;i\-'iour researcher a fundamentally different way of loo 12%};(1 momation
! haviour. Whereas existing approaches appear o v1eyi gr;ai:p.-et?éﬂ nornation
Behaviour research as a practical expediency whfl‘c‘ {_t.mtn;lmc e ch
LU\L{J on the individual information' uset, the élsclohu-\;set;ie d,iscomsc ouch
sutlined here takes a much more coilectivist appx;oach_ ‘;1 Lrjce Jiscourse el
s conceptualised as the fundamgmal. _shapmg in ;]Jci'qtic " o
%ﬁ:haviour. Moreaver, discourse 1s ppsaled als a (? is “.Jq;emq pach
conceptualizes information users, institutions Em.d lzn'mmﬁtzm‘z\zil !u: |0L:3ted ?m:er
theoretical framework, as nodes in a ;1etxv()ri\" of 50c1.'(1:i11>£;r1<,¢m} Jocated poer
relationships, rather than as discre%e theoretical enilt;es.h pp;m[:;g ;n%@rmm!‘(m
conferance, the discourse analytic approgch noi {c? 3 :p f@,ﬂ;.@d formation
behaviour in iis social context, it represents a rfl%tczilieo&-c;tq red on socle-
solitical context as the primary factor that shapes ali aspects

sehaviour.
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